United States Bstent and Tf^aoemai^k Office 



UNITED STATUS UKI'AKTM ENT OF t'OMMKKCK 
United St«t«** I'att-nt und Trudomurk Office 

Addrvaw * '« >M MISSIONlL'K 1 >V PATKNTS AND TKADKMAk KM 
Wn^htncton. I) C JOlMl 

www USJjlO K<-)V 



APPLICATION NO. 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


10/089,028 




03/26/2002 


Isaac Cornel is Van Den Born 


TS0919US 


9496 


7590 


12/04, 2002 









Richard F Lcmuth 
Shell Oil Company 
PO Box 2463 

Houston, TX 77252-2463 



EXAMINER 



POPOVICS, ROBERT J 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



1724 

DATE MAILED: 12/04/2002 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 07-01 ) 



# 



Office Action Summary 



Application No. I Appl^anl(s) 

Examiner ' 1 ^ — i 



Group Art Unit 



- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet beneath the correspondence address- 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE MONTHS) FROM THE MAll imp hatp 

OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 1 ' 0M THE MAILING DAT E 



Status 

.^Responsive to communication(s) filed on 
□ This action is FINAL. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

2- Clatms 1-2.4 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Casperson (US 4.401.402). 

See pump 1 18 and col. 6, line 68. Also see col. 1, lines 15-25. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3- The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fonns the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 



as set fr\rth in 

are 



21^ ^ n ?L b£ ^ 'he invention is no, identically disclosed or described 

having ordinary skill in the art to which * £ 2**21 S ' nVen " 0n madc 10 3 P erso " 

manner in which the invention was made J P amS ' Sha " n0t be by the 

4. Claims 3 and 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Casperson (US 4.401.402). 
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Claim 3 differs from Casperson by specifying u the water poor in slag is supplied to the 
lower end of a first vessel." Casperson discloses introduction at an upper end of vessel 6. Absent 
a showing of criticality specifically associated with the point of introduction into the upper vessel, 
it is submitted that the selection of the point of introduction constitutes an obvious matter of 
choice in design. 

Claim 5 differs from Casperson by specifying that "a tubular shield is present around the 
outlet opening of the first conduit." Casperson discloses the use of a screen 1 16 to prevent 
particles from entering conduit 1 12. The use of baffles to direct the flow of streams is well known 
in the art. An example of this is baffle 85 (col. 6, lines 28-30). It is submitted that it would have 
been obvious to employ a baffle (tubular or otherwise) as an alternative to screen 1 1 6, in order to 
prevent particles from entering conduit 112. 

The various ratios set forth in claims 6-8 are parameters which those of ordinary skill in 
the art would have routinely optimized. In the absence of any unexpected results specifically 
associated therewith, they are submitted to be obvious. 

5. A complete set of the claims ("Clean Copy") is required with any response. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to R. Popovics whose telephone number is (703) 308-0684. 
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